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VANTAGE LEVEL ANALYSIS: A POTENTIAL TOOL
FOR REDUCING CONFLICT IN A LABOR UNION
Pamela S.F. Shevchik, M.A.
Western Michigan University, 1982
Intra-group conflict among employees can cause a break in the
organizational communication which could affect productivity.

A

major problem is locating the specific disagreements among the co
workers to find the source of co nflict and increase the likelihood
that a basis fo r reducing co nflict can be found.
This study used the G ilbert (1978) vantage level analysis as
a method of sorting agreements and disagreements in a conflicting
labor union.

The setting was a clerical union in a public school

system which was subdivided into three conflicting subgroups.
were 70 female support personnel involved.

There

Data collected demon

strated that i t is possible to construct a questionnaire with items
representing differen t levels of vantage.

The data indicated greater

agreement with statements from higher levels of vantage.

This

suggested that disagreements among bargaining unit members were at
the tactical rather than philosophical levels.

Implications for

future work in co nflict resolution were discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Labor unions play an important role for many employees.

Twenty-

two m illion employees belong to labor unions throughout the country
according to the Department of Labor s ta tis tic s ' latest 1980 count
(Rueben, 1982).

With employee unions, as with other organizations,

conflict is a natural occurrence.

Excessive co nflict can result in a

hindrance to communication among workers and affec t the success o f the
organization.

The present study sought to examine employee perceptual

attitudes or beliefs in relation to conflict reduction in a labor union.
Labor unions assume a major position in the work force of the
country and define an area which needs more research.
lite ra tu re is diverse with respect to unions.

The existing

Behaviorally oriented

studies of union-related matters seem to be primarily based on measures
of correlation between employee attitudes and fin al employment out
comes ( i . e . economic rewards or aspects of job satisfaction) and on
demographic and personality characteristics which may predispose
employees to be fo r or against unions (Maxey & Mohrman, 1980).
Many studies addressed the idea that psychologists are basically
reluctant to complete research regarding unions.

In the past the

psychologist has allegedly been the tool to help managers and super
visors increase work output of employees.

Management has consulted

psychologists on union-related matters in the past and interest in

1
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2
direct psychological research in this area appears to be growing
(Gordon & Nurick, 1981).
However, Gordon and Nurick (1981) question the willingness of
psychologists to do background work on unions required to speak knowledge
ably about these organizations, to identify problems of common interest
to the discipline of organized labor and to devote the energy required
to convince a union that cooperation in behavioral research is in its
own best in terest.

Getting access to a unionized research site may be

the most formidable task fo r organizational behavior researchers
(B rett, 1980).
The present study specifically dealt with co nflict among union
members.

Unions u tiliz e co nflict between management and employees to

maintain th eir existence.

That is , the outcome of union actions occa

sionally produces confl ic t which may serve to maintain apparent need for
further union actions.

Many studies indicate that unions are voted in

to represent employees when workers are dissatisfied with working condi
tions.

Schriesheim's (1978) study suggests that job dissatisfaction

results in pro-union attitudes and voting fo r union representation.
Brett's (1980) study a significant proportion of employees who were
dissatisfied with working conditions — specifically job security and
wages — voted for union representation.
Conflict sometimes results in the break-up of a cohesive group
and interferes with the productivity of a worker.
to gross distortions of re a lity (Walton, 1969).

Conflict can lead
Too much conflict

among peers makes uneasy, unpleasant working conditions and decreases
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the communication among workers.

In most instances, the communication

network is an important aspect for the continuity of the organization.
I t is therefore important to keep co nflict at a minimum.
The present study is interested in the identification of co nflict
and its relation to union organizations.
would not be the best alternative.
is good.

Total elimination of co nflict

A controllable level of co nflict

Controlled co n flic t often stimulates high levels of in tra 

team performance (B rett, Goldberg & Ury, 1980).

Without co n flic t,

accomodative relations would result in subordination rather than
agreement (Mack & Snyder, 1957).
Conflict encourages more possible alternatives to evolve.

At the

time a unified group is faced with diverse disagreements, subgroups
emerge.

Mack and Snyder (1957) explain that co nflict sets group

boundaries by strengthening group cohesiveness and separateness and
is an essential element in group formation and the persistence of
group l i f e .

This idea follows for smaller groups within a group.

Louche (1981) states that co nflict exists most often in a situa
tion that requires compromise.
the compromise.

Conflict occurs over the nature of

Consequently, conflict resolution efforts must deal

with helping people to define common goals and identify the compromise
necessary to reach them.
The existing research on co nflict resolution deals with several
organizational development techniques.

For example, interpersonal

peacemaking and process consultation often involve helping people
id entify alternatives fo r compromise.

B rett, Goldberg and Ury (1980)
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assert that in conflict management the parties f i r s t perceive that the
level of co nflict is unacceptable and that the assistance of a neutral
or third party is needed.

In interpersonal peacemaking the third party

attempts to change the conflicting parties' perceptions and attitudes
and as a result bring about a change in behavior.

Process consulta

tion techniques involve a third party who attempts to change the con
flic tin g parties' behavior d irectly by changing th eir interaction
patterns..
Another look at c o n flict is through cognitive dissonance theory.
Dissonance is described as an inconsistency and cognitive refers to
any knowledge, opinion or b e lie f about the environment, about oneself
or behavior.

Comergys (1976) states that the existence of dissonance

is a common condition and that two avenues exist to reduce i t ;
1) behavior change and 2) cognitive change.
Festinger (1957), the pioneer of cognitive dissonance, holds
that individuals strive toward consistency within themselves.

Opinions

and attitudes tend to exist in clusters that are internally consistent.
The same type of consistency exists between what a person believes and
what he does.
Beliefs and expectations relevant to unions may vary widely from
one employee to the next.

These beliefs are based on past experiences,

including parental, educational and peer influences.

Individual past

experiences or encounters of direct or indirect nature regarding unions
molds a personal b e lief repertoire.

This basis of beliefs regarding

unions is the source of each individual's manner of perceiving present
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5
and future information with reference to unions.

Stagner (1961) explains

that each individual tends to see re a lity only in the manner in which is
compatible with his own motives and past experiences.

Further, under

standing others' perceptions and acknowledging the possibility of modi
fying ways to see re a lity is a manner in which to reduce co n flict.
Secord and Backman (1974) described the dynamics of selective per
ception and cognition as suggesting that individuals' attitudes are
influenced by th eir role sets and reference groups.

Stagner and

Rosen (1965) suggest that individuals selectively attend to somewhat
differen t cues in th e ir environment and even when attending to the
same cues, appear to in terre late them d iffe re n tly .
Stagner and Rosen (1965) show data that convincingly indicate
differences in perceived re a lity may precipitate industrial disputes.
The a b ility to see facts as others see them does not guarantee agree
ment.

I t does help focus on the real issues and not on unrelated

topics.

Stagner and Rosen (1965) related a French saying, "Le

dialogue des sourds," which means the dialogue of the deaf.

The

saying id entifies a discussion in which neither side listens and
is often a major reason co n flict continues.
Maxey and Mohrman's (1980) study examined the correlates of proand antiunion attitudes among employees in a single organization.
They assessed the importance of attitudes toward unions held by mem
bers of a work group and personal beliefs about unions.

Their study

showed evidence that the influence process and group variables such
as beliefs, age, education, length of service and position, would be
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correlated with pro- and anti uni on attitudes.

This can be taken a step

further with Stagner and Rosen (1965) saying that perceptual distortions
of goals result from such factors as past experiences, group membership
and suggestion.
Some of the co n flict among union members can be categorized as
pro- and anti union views.

The beliefs and background that maintain

these attitudes cannot be easily changed.

However, upon further inves

tigation into conflicts among union members, i t appears that agreement
can sometimes be found relevant to the common interests of individual
employees.

A union as a mechanism, is worthless i f broken apart.

But i f each small part is properly placed in the overall total and
does its job, a mechanism w ill run smoothly and e ffic ie n tly .

There

fore, a more successful group would be one that is unified and not
divided into unorganized parts which accomplish tasks beneficial for
only a few.

I f there is a foundation of common purpose, then produc

tiv e disagreements can occur at the level of specifics.
should perform which job?

What part

In the union setting, the major areas of

co nflict might be located at the levels of how union-related a c tiv i
ties should be accomplished.

Therefore, a logical addition to the

union lite ra tu re is to investigate a method which could c la rify
agreements and disagreements within a conflicting union group.
Gilbert (1978) discussed a system fo r sorting out "levels."

He

explained that conflicts of interest are common and that often these
conflicts can be resolved to the satisfaction of a ll parties i f we
look to some higher aim.

Sometimes disagreements are not a result
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of applying d ifferen t standards of value, but of observing the same
things from differen t points of view or vantage levels.

Some conflicts

can be reconciled completely and others only compromised, but in either
case an e ffic ie n t system of analysis is required to know which is pos
sible and how to do i t .

The values we place on accomplishments or

actions depend on the larger contexts in which we view them.
Gilbert developed a system for sorting out the contexts and
categorizing them into levels.

He explains that we can view human

accomplishments or behavior at several levels of generality and the
values we assign to these accomplishments at each level w ill be de
rived from the preceeding lev el.
A vantage point sets the range of our observations and separates
as well as highlights events which we are interested in.

Once the

vantage point is established, we shall be looking through the same
perspective as anyone else who assumes the same outlook.

We may s t i l l

disagree, but at least the disagreements w ill now be in te llig ib le .

If

there is substantial agreement at the philosophical level we w ill be
able to communicate quite w ell.

I f communication is maintained a

compromise is more apt to occur, thus reducing co n flict.

See Table I

fo r G ilb e rt’s description of vantage levels.
The purpose of this study was to validate G ilbert's vantage level
analysis and to see i f i t could be used as a system to find agreement
among conflicting group members and thereby produce the opportunity
to design a method of reducing co n flic t.

In order to apply vantage

level analysis in this way, i t was important to choose a setting which

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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TABLE I
Six Levels of Vantage as Described by Gilbert (1978)
I.

Hhilosop
Philosophical Level
(Ideals)

Ideals that relate to the quality
of l i f e , common to more than one
culture.

Requires specific goals

in order to be achieved.

Human

id en tity.
II.

Cultural Level
(Goals)

Goals of a particular culture in
which the in stitu tio n exists, that
give performance its meaning.

Re

quires policies to be reached.
Culture/State
III.

Policy Level
(Missions)

Missions which define the basic pur
pose of institutions and subcultures.
How the in stitu tio n attains its cul
tural goals.
action.

Requires programs of

Institutions/Organizations/

Subcultures
IV.

Strategic Level
(Responsibilities)

Responsibilities that define the roles
of the members of an in s titu tio n .
Strategies followed and exhibition of
planning.

Requires plans for f u l f i l 

ling them.
V.

Tactical Level
(Duties)

Roles/Jobs

Duties that must be executed to per
form the responsibilities of any role
or job.
v io r.

Examining actual human beha
Requires tools for completing.

Tasks
VI.

Logistic Level
(Supplies]

Supplies of resources needed to exe
cute the tasks required by a duty.
Implementation Schedules
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was characterized by co n flict.

The appropriate setting found was a

clerical union in a public school system.

Subgroups of the bargaining

unit had emerged that reflected pro- and antiunion attitudes.

One

subgroup had file d a legal charge against the union with the State
Employee Relations Commission.
The present study d iffe rs from other research in that the union
group was comprised of a ll female members.

The setting was located

in the public sector instead of the usual private sector
laborers.

with manual

In addition, the vantage level analysis is a d ifferen t

approach to review c o n flict.
To investigate whether G ilb ert's vantage levels can be used to
demonstrate agreement among conflicting union members, the following
hypotheses were to be supported or rejected in the present study:
1.

A questionnaire can be developed containing unionrelated statements which experts in G ilbert's
vantage levels would sort into philosophical,
c u ltu ral, policy, strategic, tactical and logis
tic levels.

2.

There is greater agreement across the conflicting
subgroups at higher levels of vantage than at
lower levels.

3.

General statements about goodness and badness of
unions can be associated with the lower vantage
levels. These statements should demonstrate
consistency of responses.
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CHAPTER I I
METHOD
Personnel and Setting
Seventy female employees who were residents of a midwestern city
participated in this study.

The employees worked as secretaries or

desk clerks in a public school system.
to retirement age.

The age range was 22 years old

The majority were married and, for most, th eir

annual salary was a second income to the family.
Approximately 8,500 students were serviced in nine elementary,
three middle school and two high school buildings.

The school buildings

were managed by 14 principals and 7 assistant principals and had 465
teachers.

There was one administration building which housed 11 direc

tors, two assistant superintendents and a superintendent.

The 70 sup

port personnel were employed throughout the school system, with either
a principal, director or superintendent as an immediate supervisor.
The school system was located in a highly unionized state.
Approximately 36% of the state's working population were members of
a labor union.

This percentage is considerably higher than the 23%

for the nation as a whole.

These percentages were approximated with

in the 1980 statistics from the Department of Labor (Reuben, 1982).
Many of the secretaries in the study were also involved in an un
f a ir labor practice complaint against th e ir labor union.

The complaint

was file d in October, 1980 with the State Employee Relations Commission
10
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by 14 of the secretaries.

These secretaries indicated that they did

not want to join the union and f e lt the service fee equivalent to the
union dues was not a f a ir amount to pay.

Some of these individuals

sought legal advice through the National Right to Work Council.

The

complaint basically asked fo r permission to put the amount of present
service fees into an escrow account until such time that an appropriate
service fee had been adjudicated in a court of general jurisdiction
to be permissible fees under the Supreme Court's decision in Abood v
Detroit Board of Education, 431 US 209 (1977).

(see Appendix A)

The secretaries' complaint was sim ilar to that of another in d iv i
dual whose case was in the courts.

The group was advised to request

its fin al decision before having th e ir case come before the Employee
Relations Commission.

That court case was s t i l l pending a decision

in the State Court of Appeals at the close of this study.
Of the total 70 employees, ten were not covered by the contract.
They were fu ll-tim e s ta ff who worked twelve months and were exempt •
due to confidentiality reasons.

F ifty of the support personnel were

40-week employees, the remaining ten worked a fu ll 52 weeks.

Of

those 50, twelve were part-time employees who worked less than 40
hours per week.

This group was chosen for study because of the ap

parent co nflict among the bargaining unit members regarding the newly
elected union.
Description of Conflict
The union had been voted in to represent the support personnel
of the public school system in May, 1978.

Prior to professional
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representation support personnel as a bargaining u n it, negotiated thei
own contract.

Individuals paid an annual fee of $10 fo r supplies and

a c tiv itie s .
The representative from a professional state-wide organization
promised the secretaries increased wages i f voted in .

He convinced

them to vote the union in and try them out for a year.

I f the secre

taries did not see the results they wanted, they were told they could
vote the union out.

The leader who succeeded in getting the union

c e rtifie d in the schools was immediately replaced with another repre
sentative.

The union levied dues of $90 per year for fu ll-tim e em

ployees and $85 for part-tim ers.
The union negotiated the 1978-1981 secretarial contract.

Many

believed the secretaries could have received sim ilar results without
the union negotiating fo r them.

The union did succeed in maintaining

union security through the agency shop clause.

Agency shop is a

closed union shop in which a ll members of the bargaining unit must
either pay union dues or equivalent service fees.

I f any member

refuses to pay, she can be terminated from her position.

Often, a

new agency shop clause allows any individuals who were not of the
association prior to the closed shop to be exempt from paying union
dues or service fees as bargaining unit members.

The 1978-81 secre

ta ria l contract included a grandfather clause to include exempt
employees as of July 1, 1978.

(see Appendix B)

Many believed that the increased dues had not resulted in
noticeable changes and several secretaries wanted to have a vote to
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decertify the union.

Of course, the union could not be legally decerti

fied un til the end of the contract period, according to the regulations
from the State Employee Relations Commission.

Therefore, many in d iv i

dual secretaries refused to pay the dues or service fees.
There were a total of 32 d ifferen t support personnel who withheld
payment of union dues or service fees either to ta lly or p a rtia lly from
1978 through 1982.

The number of those refusing to pay had fluctuated

each school year as new people were employed or quit and as some non
paying members were persuaded to pay dues to the union.
employees paid the union dues in f u l l .

The remaining

The d ifferen t perceptions

basically resulted in a s p lit of three d ifferen t groups of the 70
secretaries in the school system.

The group who never paid any dues

included ten employees exempt from the union or 14% of the 70 support
personnel.

Secretaries supported each other in the separate groups

thereby dividing th eir once unified organization.
s trife was a resu lt,

Inter-worker

(see Table I I )

The major objective fo r using the vantage level analysis was to
demonstrate a method which would id entify areas of agreement across
the d ifferen t groups.

The agreements should provide a basis for

developing a method of reducing major inter-group co n flict.
Instrument Development
A questionnaire was developed to collect relevant data.

Its

purpose was to study the relationships of vantage levels among con
flicting parties in a union.

I t was designed to include four sections;
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TABLE I I
Numbers and Percentages of each Subgroup
within the Total Bargaining Unit

Group

Description

Number

Percentage

A

Secretaries who have made
no payment.
(Includes 10 secretaries
exempt from the union)

23

33

B

Secretaries who have made
partial payment of dues or
service fees

19

27

C

Secretaries who have paid
a ll dues

28

40

TOTALS:

70

100
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1) higher vantage level b e lie f statements, 2) lower vantage level
b e lie f statements, 3) biographical data, and 4) open-ended statements.
The philosophical section was developed to find agreement among in di
viduals in co n flic t.

I t contained questions which related to the

higher levels of vantage - - philosophical, cultural and policy levels.
Lower vantage level b e lie f statements named the party who should
take responsibility fo r union-related a c tiv itie s .

The three choices

included; 1) local bargaining unit, 2) outside union representative
or 3) neither.

This section dealt with the lower levels of vantage —

strategic, tactical and lo g istic levels — and was expected to find
disagreement across conflicting groups and possibly within subgroups.
The biographical data were included to check for relationships
between higher and lower levels of vantage.

The intention was to make

relationships known between variables relevant to union-related be
haviors or co n flict and biographical data and variables relevant to
the higher levels of vantage.

The open-ended statements were included

to allow individuals to make statements regarding unions to confirm
disagreements in the lower vantage levels.
The experimenter assigned a vantage level according to Gilbert
(1978), to each statement in the f i r s t two sections of the question
naire.

To check r e lia b ilit y , three.graduate students fam iliar with

Gilbert (1978), also independently assigned levels to each statement
of Sections A and B of the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was designed carefully to include a range of
vantage levels.

A few lower vantage level b elief statements were

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

included in Section A to avoid any systematic responses.

The experi

menter's hypothesis was that there would be agreements across the
three differen t employee groups in the higher levels of vantage.
Procedure
The experimenter maintained a time lin e of occurrences relating
to the union since its date of involvement in May, 1978.

The time

lin e aided in understanding when the conflict had begun and its
relation to the s p lit between members of the secretarial group.
Behaviors which occurred among secretaries were not recorded on the
time lin e .
included,

Only written documentation or union meeting notes were
(see Appendix D)

The experimenter u tiliz e d the la te s t seniority lis tin g of union
members in the school system.

These 70 employees were divided into

three separate groups:
A.

Secretaries

who had never paid dues or service fees

B.

Secretaries

who had paid partial dues or service fees

C.

Secretaries

who had paid a ll dues in fu ll

The divisions were made according to the information sent out by the
Union Secretary on June 18, 1982 which requested payment of dues and
named delinquent employees.
Most of the secretaries were not aware of the present study
until receipt of the questionnaire.

Prior to sending out the ques

tionnaire, on June 23, 1982 the experimenter contacted three parties
for verbal approval to forward the questionnaire for the study.

The
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three included, the Union President, Union Representative and th e ;
Employee Relations Director who were informed of the study and its
purpose of research.

The experimenter explained that the question

naires would be sent to a ll secretaries in this bargaining unit to
complete and return.

Further, that the responses would be regarded

as anonymous returns and that the study was being completed for
research purposes only in partial fu lfillm e n t for the Masters of Arts
Degree for the experimenter.

The Union President had no questions.

Both the Union Representative and Employee Relations Director requested
further explanation which the experimenter supplied and both in d iv i
duals extended th e ir interests in reviewing the results of the study.
Following these contacts, on Thursday morning, June 24, 1982,
the experimenter sent out 70 individual packets.

Each person received

a sealed envelope with the individual's name and address typed on i t .
The contents included a le tte r to the secretary which explained the
purpose of the questionnaire, a questionnaire form and a self-addressed,
stamped envelope fo r the return of the questionnaire.

All were mailed

through the United States Mail except fo r approximately 15 in the
administration building which were hand delivered by the experimenter.
The le tte r to the secretary specified a due date for the return of
the questionnaire as June 30, 1982.

(see Appendices C & E)

On Friday, June 25, 1982, the Union President mailed a le tte r
to a ll Office Personnel.

The le tte r was mailed to individual home

addresses in the Union's envelope.

The le tte r referred to the question

naire recently circulated by the experimenter.

The Union President
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qxpressed her concerns about the survey causing additional delay and
argument in the "agency shop" case.

She thus reasoned why she would

not return the survey and recommended that no one return i t .

The

experimenter received a copy of the le tte r at her home address on
Saturday, June 26th.

The agency shop case, the Union President

referred to , was in relation to the unfair labor practice complaint
file d in October, 1980 and the secretaries who had not complied with
the agency shop clause of the contract,

(see Appendix F)

The experimenter made follow-up telephone calls to secretaries'
homes to request that they complete the questionnaire and put i t in
the mail.

They were assured of confidentiality and encouraged to ask

the experimenter for explanations of the research.
The questionnaire forms were coded in such a way that the experi
menter could group the responses into one of the three secretarial
groups.

I t was not necessary to individualize responses.

When a

questionnaire was received in the mail, the code was checked and the
form was file d in the appropriate group folder.

Responses were not

ta llie d or checked un til a ll possible questionnaires were received.
Data Analysis
Upon receiving 30 questionnaires out of 70 over a two-month
period - - 6/24/82 through 8/20/82 - - the experimenter analyzed the
responses u tiliz in g the three employee groups.

The data were to

be summarized and analyzed within the individual groups of secre
taries.
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See Table I I I fo r the numbers and percentages of returned
questionnaires.

Approximately 12 questionnaires were returned with

out verbal contact from the experimenter.

The remaining 18 question

naires were received a fte r telephone prompts.

The returned question

naires represented 43% of the bargaining unit.
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TABLE I I I
Number of Questionnaires Sent Out and Returned
by each Subgroup of the Total Bargaining Unit-

Group

# Sent Out

A

23

19

83

B

19

9

47

C

28

2

7

70

30

TOTALS:
Total Return:

#

Returned

%

Return

30/70 = 43%

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER I I I
RESULTS
The results were analyzed by subgroups.
43% questionnaires was received.
Group B a return of 47%.

An overall return of

Group A had a return of 83% and

Only 7% of the questionnaires were returned

by secretaries in Group C, therefore a discussion of this group was
not appropriate;

consequently, the results could not be reviewed

across the three groups as orig in ally intended.

The majority of

those in Group C contacted by the experimenter, indicated that they
did not complete the questionnaire due to the Union President's
request.

(see Table IV)

The secretaries in Group A represented 33% o f the support per
sonnel.

Responses from the 19 questionnaires returned can be viewed

in Table V.

Their responses to the higher level b e lie f statements

in Section A showed approximately 90% agreement.

The lower level

b e lie f statements in Section A demonstrated 68.5% agreement.

Group A

exhibited high consistencies of agreements in statements 1-5 and 10.
Within the subgroup there was a high percentage of disagreements in
statements 6-9, the lower level b e lief statements.
Secretaries of Group B represented 27% of the total clerical
s ta ff.

This group returned 9 questionnaires with responses illu strated

in Table V I.

Their .responses demonstrated 90.1% agreement in the

higher vantage levels and 66.8% agreement in the lower vantage level

21
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TABLE IV
Responses Received from Verbal Contacts
when Questionnaires were not Returned

Responses from Verbal Contacts
Did not want
anything to do
Told
No
with unions
contact
not to

Group

#Sent Out

#Returned

A

23

19

3

B

19

9

2

5

3

C

28

2

3

12

11

TOTALS:

70

30

8

17

15

—

1
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TABLE V
P e rc e n ta g e o f Responses fro m Group A to th e Ten S ta te m e n ts
in S e c tio n A o f th e Q u e s tio n n a ir e —
The H ig h e r V a n ta g e L e v e l B e l i e f S ta te m e n ts
Higher Vantage Levels:

I = Philosophical
I I = Cultural
I I I = Policy

Group A = Secretaries in to tal nonpayment status
(19 questionnaires returned)_________
Secti on A

Percentage Responses
No
Response
0

Agreement

—

95

Higher
Levels

Vantage
Level

1

2

1

I

79

16

5

—

2

HI

63

22

5

5

5

85

3

II

5

10

32

53

—

85

4

II

5

5

43

47

- -

90

5

III

5

5

47

43

—

90

10

II

68

22

Agree

Disagree
3
4

%

5

5

90

32

47

21

79

16

—

52

5

—

95

16

10.

48

—

Lower
Levels
6*

IV

7*

IV

26

26

32

8*
g*

IV

79

16

—

V

16

26

32

*Lower level vantage b e lie f statements; IV=Strategic, V=Tactical
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TABLE V I
P ercentage- o f Responses fro m Group B to th e Ten S ta te m e n ts
in S e c tio n A o f th e Q u e s tio n n a ir e
'
The H ig h e r V a n ta g e L e v e l B e l i e f S ta te m e n ts
Higher Vantage Levels:

I = Philosophical
I I = Cultural
I I I = Policy

Group B = Secretaries in partial payment status
(9 questionnaires returned)_______ _
Section A

Percentage Responses

Higher
Levels

Vantage
Level

Agree
1

2

1

I

78

22

2

III

67

33

3

II

11

4

II

5 .
10

Disagree
3
4
■—

No
Response
0

%

Agreement

—

—

100

—

—

—

100

- -

22

67

—

89

11

11

11

67

—

78

HI

11

11

11

67

—

78

II

89

11

6*

IV

33

23

33

—

56

7*

IV

11
22

33

23

11

11

55

8*
g*

IV

78

11

11

—

—

89

V

11

11

23

44

11

67

100

Lower
Levels

*Lower level vantage b e lie f statements; IV=Strategic, V=Tactical
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b e lief statements, 6-9.

Group B also exihibited consistencies of

agreement in the higher level b e lie f statements with a heavier disa
greement percentage thoughout the lower level b e lie f statements.
Groups A and B exihibited considerable agreement in the higher
vantage level b e lie f statements.

When group responses were sorted as

agree or disagree, the majority corresponded with agreement to state
ments 1-5 and 10 of Section A in the questionnaire which represented
the higher levels of vantage.

Each group demonstrated a high rate of

disagreement within groups as well as across Groups A and B in
statements 6-9 which were representative of the lower levels of
vantage.
Tables V II and V III illu s tra te further the high

percentage of

disagreement in the lower level b e lie f statements of Section B of
the questionnaire.

The responses demonstrated a type of consistency,

in that i t was possible to point out vunerable points of co n flict.
For example, statements 2 and 3 in Section B of both groups showed
considerable disagreement.
Overall, the results demonstrated a higher percentage of agreement
in the higher level b e lie f statements across Groups A and B.

Inconsis

tent responses were dominant in the lower level b e lie f statements both
within Groups A and B as well as between both groups.
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TABLE V I I
P e rc e n ta g e o f Responses fro m Group A to th e E ig h t S ta te m e n ts
i n S e c tio n B o f th e Q u e s tio n n a ir e - The Low er V a n ta g e L e v e l B e l i e f S ta te m e n ts
Lower Vantage Levels:

Note:

IV = Strategic
V = Tactical
VI = Logistic

L = Local Bargaining Unit
U = Union Representative
N = Neither

Group A = Secretaries in total nonpayment status
(19 Questionnaires returned)_________
Section B
B elief Statements*

Percentage Responses
L
U
N

%

Agreement

1

68

—

32

68

2

42

5

53

53

3

47

11

42

47

4

63

5

32

63

5

79

—

21

79

6

63

—

37

63

7

79

—

21

79

8

53

-

47

53

61.8

2.6

35.6

63.1

Total

%:

*A ll b e lie f statements in Section B are representative of Vantage
Level V, Tactical
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TABLE V I I I
P e rc e n ta g e o f Responses fro m Group B to th e E ig h t S ta te m e n ts
_
in S e c tio n B o f th e Q u e s tio n n a ir e - The Lower V a n ta g e L e v e l B e l i e f S ta te m e n ts
Lower Vantage Levels:

Note:

IV = Strategic
V = Tactical
VI = Logistic

L = Local Bargaining Unit
U = Union Representative
N = Neither

Group B = Secretaries in partial payment status
(9 questionnaires returned)______ _
Section B
B elief Statements*

%

L

U

N

Agreement

1

78

—

22

78

2

56

11

33

56

3

67

11

22

67

4

78

—

22

78

5

78

—

22

78

6

78

- -

22

78

7

78

—

22

78

8

78

—

22

78

73.9

2.8

33.3

73.9

Total %:

‘

*A11 b e lie f statements in Section B are representative of Vantage
Level V, Tactical
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
I t was possible for experts in Gilbert (1978) and his vantage
level analysis to reliab ly sort union-related statements into philoso
phical, cu ltu ral, policy, strategic, tactical and lo gistic levels.
The union-related statements were developed into a questionnaire.
Three graduate students fa m iliar with G ilbert's (1978) vantage concept,
individually responded to the questionnaire and assigned a level to
each statement.
assignments.

This was completed to check r e lia b ilit y of level

The graduate students' responses were consistent.

had a 79.4% agreement with the experimenter's assignments,

They

(see

Table IX)
Within two of the three groups, A and B, there was greater agree
ment at higher than lower levels of vantage.

Across these two groups

there was considerable agreement at the higher vantage levels.
A comparison to the th ird group was not possible due to incom
plete data.

The majority of Group C secretaries did not return the

questionnaires.

In addition, the fin al hypothesis regarding general

statements of goodness and badness of unions could not be discussed.
Many who did return the questionnaire, did not complete the section
dealing with this information and therefore the data were not s u ffi
cient to discuss.
The results of the present study were consistent with Mack and
Snyder's (1957) findings.

They explained that co n flict sets group
28

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

TABLE IX
R e lia b ility of Questionnaire
Vantage Levels I - VI_________ __________________ ____
_

.

Statement
A.

_ _

.

Experimenter

—

—

B

c

Agreement

-I

I

I

100
75
50

A

1

I

2

111

III

IV

3

II

III

III

III
II

4

II

II

III

II

75

5

III

III

IV

IV

II
III

75

6

III
IV

7

IV

IV

VI

75

8

IV

IV

IV

IV
III

9

V

V

v

V

100

10

II

II

II

I

75

75
75

Subtotal:
B.

%

v
HI

75
75

IV

HI
V

V

IV

v

75

V

v

V

100

V

V

V

V

100

V

v

V

v

100

1

V

V

2

v

v

3

V

V

IV
III
V

4

V

V

5
6

V
v

7
8

50
75

Subtotal:
iverall Total:

77.5%

79.4%

81.3%

•
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boundaries by strengthening group cohesiveness and separateness.

The

present study observed the three subgroups emerge from the once unified
bargaining unit.

Each group became more defined as new occurrences

made divisions more pronounced.

A measure of cohesiveness in the

present study was the percentage of returned questionnaires.

The a n ti

union group's return represented 83% of Group A compared with 7% re
turn from Group C, both demonstrated a combined group e ffo rt.
Differences in perception of actual occurrences are particularly
important to the present study.

Stagner (1961) explained that each

individual tends to see re a lity only in the manner
tib le with his own motives and past experiences.

which is compa

This phenomenon can

easily be demonstrated in the behavior of personnel involved in this
study.

Union versus management perceptions of the bargaining u n it,

for example, appeared to be very d ifferen t.

The union seemed to

believe that the support personnel of the schools needed professional
representation.

The union outlook was one that the employees were

unsatisfied with working conditions in general and that they required
experienced representation to protect them from management.

On the

other hand, management perceived the support personnel as a satisfied
unit and no changes requiring an outside representative were neces
sary.

Both appeared to have the employees1 best interest in mind.

In another instance, the experimenter talked to several d ifferen t
employees regarding a court decision of a specific pending union
case.

The explanations of results differed according to what group

the individual was associated with.

For instance, Group C individuals
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gave a pro-union account and Group A gave antiunion results.
account was more true, but neither a complete explanation.

Neither
This

further confirms Stagner and Rosen (1965) that individuals selectively
attend to somewhat d ifferen t cues in th e ir environment, and even when
attending to the same cues, appear to in terre late them d iffe re n tly .
Louche (1981) said that co nflict exists most often in a situation
requiring compromise which appears to concur with G ilbert's (1978)
explanation that disagreements are most lik e ly to occur in the lower
levels of vantage where settlements must take place.

The present

study has demonstrated that the co n flict present among the bargaining
unit members was not evident in the more general, philosophical levels
of vantage for the two group fo r which data were available.

The

experimenter further agrees with Stagner (1961) that the realization
of others' perceptions and possibly a modification of ways to see
re a lity is a manner in which to reduce c o n flict.

G ilbert (1978) has

provided an e ffic ie n t system of analysis to aid in sorting the levels
of perception in such a way to enable a researcher to find a general
agreement level among conflicting group members.
A research dilemma exists.

To conduct research regarding con

f l i c t reduction, an appropriate organizational setting characterized
by co n flict is necessary.

However, an organization in a conflict

situation in unlikely to be cooperative in research.

The experimenter

in the present study did contact the involved parties' leaders and
no objections were received, however, the Union Attorney advised that
the union members not involve themselves with the present study.
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Many secretaries followed the Union President's request to withhold
responses to the questionnaire.

In such at atmosphere of co n flic t,

actual support from the leadership is necessary.

Therefore, there

should be some e x p lic it co n flict reduction, perhaps by an outside
investigator, among the leadership before such a study is attempted.
Recoimendations fo r future research in this area include place
ment of the experimenter outside of the conflicting group but possibly
within

the organization.

The experimenter of the present study was

involved in the bargaining unit in a position as secretary to a direc
tor in the administration building of the school system.

The advan

tages of this placement were that the experimenter was aware of the
normal daily a c tiv itie s and in a position to receive a ll correspon
dence.
The present study concluded with incomplete results to the experi
menter's three hypotheses.

An analysis of the th ird hypothesis regar

ding general statements of goodness and badness about unions was not
appropriate due to inadequate data.

The second hypothesis was

accepted using the available data in two of the three groups.

The

statement that greater agreement exists at higher levels of vantage
than at lower levels was demonstrated to be true with high consis
tencies in Groups A and B.

And f in a lly , the f i r s t hypothesis was

definately accepted by the development of a questionnaire which incor
porated G ilbert's (1978) vantage level analysis theory to sort agree
ments and disagreements in a conflicting group.
This study has provided a method to locate disagreements of con
flic tin g individuals which provides a basis for development of a
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method to reduce c o n flict.

The instrument should be developed further.

Additional items should be included to increase r e lia b ilit y of the
questionnaire and decrease the chances that apparent agreement at
higher levels is forced by the wording o f specific statements rather
than being an actual reflectio n of agreements.

Care should be taken

to assure that statements are not written in such a way that a normal
individual would only answer one way.

Responses to such statements

would contain no information and therefore would not be a real measure
of agreement.
Minor disagreement is inevitable among group members.

A certain

degree of co n flict is an essential element in group formation (Mack &
Snyder, 1957).

Walton (1969) discussed the possibility that co nflict

may increase innovativeness of individuals and the system because of
the greater diversity of viewpoints and a heightened sense of necessity.
However, too much conflict can cause distortions of re a lity and harm
the organization.

I t is not presently clear what percentage level is

healthy co n flict and what percentage would indicate conflict levels
harmful to a cohesive group.
Further research must help establish norms by using an improved
questionnaire in a variety of unions and non-union settings.

Such

information would enable researchers to assess how much agreement or
disagreement is to be expected at the various levels of vantage.

A

determination could then be made regarding whether a particular group
is characterized by an unusual amount of disagreement.

This would

indicate that a reduction of co n flict was necessary.
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The tool could be used further to reduce co nflict by f ir s t
administering the instrument and collecting the data i t generates.
Philosophical disagreement among members would suggest that co nflict
reduction efforts are lik e ly to be less successful.

However, i f

individuals are in philosophical agreement but disagree on ta ctic s,
a mutual settlement is more lik e ly .

Data from the questionnaires

could be reported to the conflicting group to enable members to find
areas of agreement.

Next, those attempting to resolve conflict could

focus on areas of disagreement and attempt to reach compromises on
tactics based upon established agreements.

This enables conflicting

parties to see that they are compromising on tactics and not funda
mental principles.
The procedure of locating agreement among conflicting parties
before dealing with the actual co nflict is consistent with existing
lite ra tu re .

Cognitive dissonance is an antecedent condition which

leads to a c tiv ity oriented toward dissonance reduction (Festinger,
1957).

According to this theory, i f actions are inconsistent with

beliefs a discomfort w ill occur.
lik e ly to

The

person w ill therefore be

ratio nalize the inconsistency to achieve consistency,

change beliefs or change actions.

Marriage counselors, for example,

often set an atmosphere of settlement or tolerance in order to discuss
tactics for compromise.

Interpersonal peacemaking attempts to deal

with the lack of trust among conflicting members by trying to change
perceptions and attitudes which ultim ately bring about a behavior
change (B rett, Goldberg & Ury, 1980).

To successfully deal with the
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areas of disagreement, a trust must be established.

A simple way to

demonstrate trust is to point out s im ila ritie s at higher vantage level
of the conflicting parties.

How can you disagree with someone who

believes the same things you do?
The instrument involving vantage level analysis could be a viable
method in locating philosophical s im ila ritie s among conflicting in di
viduals.

Vantage level analysis is a potential instrument for id en ti

fying the commonality to aid in the reduction of c o n flict.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

REFERENCES
B rett, J.M. Why employees want unions.
1980, 8, 47-59.

Organizational Dynamics,

B re tt,'J.M '., Goldberg, S.B., & Ury, W. Behavioral approaches to
industrial relations. Industrial Relations Research Associa
tion Proceedings, 1980, 195-202.
Comergys, C. Cognitive dissonance and entrepreneurial behavior.
Journal of Small Business Management, 1976, 14(1), 1-6.
Festinger, L. A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford,
California: Stanford University Press, 1957.
G ilb ert, T.F.
1978.

Human competence.

U.S.:

McGraw-Hill Book Company,

Gordon, M.E., & Nurick, A.J. Psychological approaches to the study
of unions and union-management relations. Psychological
B ulletins, 1981, 90(2), 293-306.
Louche, C. The resolution of the negotiator's co n flict within an
organization. International Review of Applied Psychology, 1981,
30, 235-244.
Mack, R.W., & Snyder, R.C. The analysis of social co nflict toward
an overview and synthesis. Journal of Conflict Resolution,
1957, 1 , 212-248.
Maxey, C ., & Mohrman, S.A. Worker attitudes toward unions: A study
integrating industrial relations and organizational behavior
perspectives. Proceedings of the 33rd annual meeting, Industrial
Relations Research Association, 1980, 326-333.
Rueben, G. Personal communication, October 25, 1982.
Department of Labor data.)

(O fficial

Schriesheim, C.A. Job satisfaction, attitudes toward unions and
voting in a union representation election. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 1978, 63, 548-552.
Secord, P .F ., & Backman, C.W.
H ill Book Company, 1974.

Social psychology.

New York:

Stagner, R. Personality dynamics and social co n flict.
Social Issues, 1961, 17, 28-44.

McGraw-

Journal of

36

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Stagner, R., & Rosen, H. Psychology of union-management re la tio n s .
Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, In c ., 1965.
Walton, R.E. Interpersonal peacemaking: Confrontation and th ird party consultation. Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company, In c ., 1969.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

APPENDICES

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

APPENDIX AUnfair Labor Practice Complaint
C H A R G E
INSTRUCTIONS: File uii oiiginal anil 4 copies til' 1I1U cliaigu w illi llic 1*1nipltiyiiK'nt
K vlalitnik(‘cintiiiisNKin al
l ik e ailihliimul mIiccL il nvccuaiy)

1)0 NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

Caw No.

Date Filed

Complete I if charges are alleged against an employer and or his agents and representatives.
Complete 2 if charges are alleged against a labor organization and or its agents and representatives.
I.

EMPLOYER AGAINST WHOM CHARGE IS H KO UG IIT

Name and Address of Employer:

Type of Employer: Check appropriate box: Private Q
2.

Governmental Q

L A IIO It ORGANIZATION OK ITS AGENTS AGAINST W HICH CHARGE IS BROUGHT

Name and Address:.

C H A R G E
3. Pursuant to A ft lTBr P n b lii1Ai'U uf 1»3>. us nm to d iil (Labor M tdiatiun Aetfr-'W Act 336, Public Acts of 1947,
as amended (Public Employment Relations A ct) (cross out one), the undersigned hereby charges that the abovenamed party has engaged in and is engaging in unfair lalw r practices within the meaning o f S e c tio n (s )L fli2 1 ig L (l) ,
of said Act, in that (Specify in detail the particular alleged viulation, with a complete statement of the facts sup-‘
porting the charge including names, dates, places etc. Use additional sheets if necessary).

Since on o r about September 24, 1980, the above-named labor organizations or i t s
agents have restrained o r coerced public employees in the exercise o f the rig h ts
guaranteed in Section 9 o f the Public Employment Relations Act (hereinafte r "PEPA"),
MOA S423.209, and have caused o r attempted to cause the ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ Schools, a
public employer within the meaning o f PEPA, to discrim inate against the Charging
P arties lis te d below in violation o f subdivision (c) of subsection (1) of Section
10 o f PERA, MCIA §423.210(1)(c) by: Refusing And/or fa ilin g to cease and d e sist
from causing o r attempting to cause the
Schools to discharge the
Charging P arties for fa ilin g to pay, except into escrow, fees in lie u of dues which
have not been adjudicated before the ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ Employment Relations Commission o r a
oourt o f general ju risd icito n to be permissible fees under the Supreme Court's
decision in Abood v Detroit Board of Fducation, 431 US 209 (1977).

4. Name and Addrcsa of f e r t j r M in g Charge ( I f labor organization, give fu ll name, including
local name and number:

See a t t a c h e d L i s t o f Charging P a r t i e s

Telephone
Number

See L i s t

(Not included in present study
I declare that I have read the above charge and that the itatem enti therein are true to the belt o f my knowledge
and belief.

lure o f rear

ta tiv e or pciaon M in * charge

T itle, U any
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APPENDIX B
A r tic le

IV - Agency Shop

1 9 7 8 -1 9 8 2 S e c r e t a r i a l C o n tr a c t
S e c tio n 1 : E ach em ployee who i s n o t a member o f th e A s s o c ia t io n as
a c o n d it io n o f c o n tin u e d e m p lo ym en t, m u s t, a f t e r th e c o m p le tio n o f
h e r p r o b a t io n a r y p e r io d , pay t o th e A s s o c ia t io n each m onth a
s e r v ic e c h a rg e e q u i v a l e n t t o th e dues o f th e A s s o c i a t i o n .
Member
s h ip i n th e A s s o c ia t io n i s n o t c o m p u ls o ry .
Em ployees h a v e th e
r i g h t t o j o i n o r n o t t o j o i n as th e y se e f i t .
N e ith e r p a r ty s h a ll
a s s e r t an y p r e s s u r e on o r d i s c r i m i n a t e a g a in s t any e m p lo y e e as
r e g a rd s such m a t t e r s .
S e c t io n 2 ; Any member o f th e b a r g a in in g u n i t as o f J u ly 1 , 1 9 7 8 ,
who was n o t a member o f t h e A s s o c ia t io n o r a p e rs o n p a y in g a s e r v ic e
c h a rg e t o such A s s o c ia t io n i s exem pt fro m th e p r o v is io n s o f
S e c t io n 1 o f t h i s A r t i c l e .
S e c t io n 3 : The A s s o c ia t io n and th e S c h o o l may a g re e m u t u a lly t h a t
an i n d i v i d u a l em ployee who has r e l i g i o u s o b je c t io n s o r o t h e r v a l i d
o b je c t i o n s t o t h e paym ent o f th e s e r v ic e c h a rg e t o t h e A s s o c ia t io n
need n o t be c o v e re d by th e p r o v is io n s o f S e c t io n 1 .
S e c tio n 4 : F o r th o s e b a r g a in in g u n i t members who s ig n and d e l i v e r
t o th e A d m in i s t r a t io n a p p r o p r i a t e a u t h o r i z a t i o n s p r o p e r ly s ig n e d ,
th e S c h o o l w i l l d e d u c t th e A s s o c ia t io n dues o r s e r v ic e fe e s fro m
t h e i r pay checks in an am ount a g re e d upon b e tw e e n th e p a r t i e s and
c e r t i f i e d as a p p r o p r ia t e by th e T r e a s u r e r o f th e A s s o c ia t io n and
r e m it th e same t o th e T r e a s u r e r o f t h e A s s o c ia t io n .
Such a u t h o r i 
z a t i o n w i l l c o n tin u e i n e f f e c t fro m y e a r t o y e a r u n le s s w ith d ra w n
in w r i t i n g b etw e e n June 1 and S e p te m b e r 1 o f each y e a r .
D e d u c tio n s
s h a l l be made on th e f i r s t payday o f e a ch month f o r a p e r io d o f
n in e (9 ) months b e g in n in g i n O c to b e r .
S e c tio n 5 :
The A s s o c ia t io n a g re e s t o d e fe n d , in d e m n ify and s a ve th e
S c h o o l h a rm le s s a g a in s t any and a l l c la im s , s u i t s , o r o t h e r form s
o f l i a b i l i t y a r i s i n g o u t o f i t s d e d u c tio n fro m an e m p lo y e e 's pay
o f A s s o c ia t io n dues o r i n r e l i a n c e on any l i s t , n o t i c e , c e r t i f i c a t i o n
o r a u t h o r i z a t i o n f u r n is h e d u n d e r t h i s S e c t io n .
The A s s o c ia t io n assumes
f u l l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r th e d i s p o s i t i o n o f th e d e d u c tio n s so made
once th e y h ave been s e n t t o th e A s s o c ia t io n .
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APPENDIX C
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E

A.

Please circle the most appropriate response for the following statements:
(Use the scale from 1 to 4, with 1 as strongly agree and 4 as strongly disagree)
S tro n g ly

s tro n g ly

!•

Do you agree it is important for a common group to
be united and to work together in cooperation?

1

2

3

4

2.

Do you agree that the best possible results from
negotiating a contract will occur when the rnmbers
of the unit are working together?

1

2

3

4

3.

Unions improve the quality of your life.

l‘

2

3

4

4.

Unions make relations with co-workers better.

1

2

3

4

5.

Unions help get store productivity among workers.

1

2

3

4

6.

Your unit representative represents you.

1

2

3

4

7.

Constraints such as seniority listings, steps and
grades restrain incentive to you as a worker.

1

2

3

4

8.

You prefer to have your contributed dues/fees used
1
only for negotiating your contract and unit grievances.

2

3

4

9.

You would like to be actively involved in unit
activities and duties.

i

2

'3

4

l

2

3

4

10. 'Employees of public schools should play an important
role in helping to achieve a high quality of life.

Choose which organization you believe should handle the following activities by circling
the appropriate corresponding initial:
Note: L - Local Bargaining Unit
U - Outside Union Representative
N ■ Neither
1.

Negotiate conditions of employment.

L

U

N

2.

Evaluate the previous conditions of employment.

L

U

N

3.

Examine work conditions of similar local groups.

L

U

N

4.

Settle employee/management disagreements.

L

U

N •

S.

Inform new and/or prospective employees of unit policies

L

U

N

6.

Conduct employee meetings.

L

U

N

7.

Maintain employee information exchange.

L

U

N

8.

Obtain employee views of major work problems.

L

U

N

•

062282A
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Page 2
Questionnaire
C.

D.

Please complete the following by circling the appropriate response or filling blanks:
1.

Which building do you work in?

Elementary

Secondary

2.

Please specify the hours and number
of weeks you work:

HourS8

—

Administration

WeekS!

3.

Row many grievances have you filed
since November, 1978?

_

4.

Have you ever been involved in the duties
related to the bargaining unit?

YES

NO

5.

Are your dues/service fees paid in full?

YES

NO

6.

How many unit meetings have you attended since November, 1978?

#_________

7.

Haw many years have you worked for Portage Public Schools?

#_____ __

8.

How many secretaries, including yourself, work in your building?

#

3 or more

_____

Please complete the open-end statements below:
(List three separate statements of completion for each, as a minimum please)
1.

Any union is good if

2.

Any union is bad if

___________________

THANK Y O U !! I

062282B
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APPENDIX D
Support Personnel Union Time Line
May 2, 1978

— Union c e rtifie d through election to represent
bargaining un it.

July 1, 1978

— Effective date fo r new union members.

November 27, 1978 — Negotiated union contract signed.
January 9, 1979

— A newsletter was circulated to union members
defining 1978-79 dues.
$90 fo r fu ll-tim e employees
$85 fo r part-time employees
The local dues were waived. Under the local's
by-laws, the local dues were to be levied in
addition to the amount set by the union.

February 7, 1979

—

Union Secretary requested a response as to how
several employees would pay th eir union dues or
service fee in compliance with the agency shop
clause of the contract. The Secretary sent a
written request to those individuals who had not
made payment to the union.

February 16, 1979

—

Individual le tte rs were mailed to the union
stating that the employees were unwilling to
pay the union's dues or service fees but would
be w illin g to pay the previous assessment of $10.
(A yearly fee was charged by the local organiza
tion fo r the secretaries before the state union)

May 1, 1979

—

Union President responded to the February 16th
le tte rs by explaining that the $10 could not be
accepted to discharge obligations to pay union
dues or equivalent service fee.

May 15, 1979

—

Memo to the Union President from ten unsatisfied
employees described why they had not paid the
union dues/service fee. The memo stated that
the employees objected to the use of th eir money
for any other purposes than collective bargaining
They asked for the opportunity to pay the amount
of the fee into an escrow account until such time
that the Association had established, in a Court
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May 15, 1979
(Continued)

-

of General Jurisdiction or in the State Employ
ment Relations Commission, the amount of service
fee which i t may Constitutionally charge non
members. A copy of this memo went to the Attorney
of National Right to Work Council, the School
Superintendent, the Employee Relations Director
and the Union Representative.

September 20, 1979 - -

Memo to secretaries from the Union Treasurer
requesting payment of union dues/service fee.

February 27, 1980

Union meeting held, discussed a grievance file d
in June, 1979 regarding vacation pay, which was
settled with the help of union consultants.
Also discussed question of dues.

March 27, 1980

September 4, 1980

--

-

--

September 24, 1980 - -

Memo to union members discussed contacts with
the Employee Relations Director, Superintendent
and President of the School Board regarding the
re-negotiation of the support personnel contract
fo r the third year. They proposed that the con
tra c t be extended through the 1981-82 School Year.
Memo to secretaries from the Union Treasurer
regarding payment of union dues/service fee.
Letter to the Employee Relations Director from
the Union Representative and Union President
regarding the enforcement of the Agency Shop
clause asked fo r termination of the non-paying
members in the bargaining unit. Copies sent to
Superintendent, President of the School Board,
Union Attorney and each non-paying member.

September 30, 1980 - ■ Letter sent to Attorney of National Right to
Work Council from one of the non-paying union
members regarding the union a ffilia tio n dues
informing him of the 9/24/80 le tte r . Copies
were sent to Superintendent, Employee Relations
Director, Union Representative and the secretary's
private attorney.
October 7, 1980

* Letter to the Director of the Union from in d iv i
dual employees regarding the union and the Union
Representative's request to terminate employment.
Outlined objections to pay for anything other
than collective bargaining. Copies sent to the
Employee Relations Director and the Union
Representative.
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October 7, 1980
(Continued)

- ■ Memo sent to the Union President which listed
members who believed the union dues to be
exhorbitant and objected to the use of th e ir
money for any purpose other than collective
bargaining. These 15 employees also described
how they would put an equitable amount of fees
into an escrow account until the Association
had established through the union, the amount
of service fee which could be constitutionally
charged non-members.

October 8, 1980

-

In response to the 9/24/80 le tte r , the 15 em
ployees set up an appointment with the National
Right to Work Legal Defense Foundation fo r an
attorney to meet with them.

October 9, 1980

-

The Employee Relations Director notified the
15 individual employees that he had received
the union's le tte r which requested termination
of the non-paying members and that i t was a
requirement to bring the matter to the Board
of Education at its regular meeting on 10/13/80.
The School Board agenda was attached.

October 10, 1980

-

The non-paying members file d an unfair labor
practice complaint with the State Employee
Relations Commission against the union.
14 employees were included as the charging
parties. (One employee from the 15, quit)
(see Appendix A)

October 13, 1980

-

School Board meeting held at 8:00 p.m.
The board decided to take no action on the
termination requests and await the State
Employee Relations Commission's decision on
the unfair labor practice complaint.
Both representatives from the union and the
non-paying members were present at the meeting.
No objections were made formally.

October 14, 1980

-

The Board briefs read that they considered a
request from the union to dismiss a number of
secretaries who had refused to pay service
fees, according to the agency shop clause of
the contract. The union petitioned the Board
to take formal action to discharge the employees
No action was taken by the Board, pending deter
mination of the rights of the employees by the
State Employee Relations Commission.
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October 15,

1980

— The charging parties received a notice from the
State Employee Relations Commission which set a
public hearing date on November 11, 1980 at
11:00 a.m., signed by an Administrative Law
Judge.

October

7,

1980

— The non-paying members advised th eir attorney
from the National Right to Work Council of the
scheduled hearing date fo r the unfair labor
practice complaint.

October

0,

1980

— The attorney from National Right to Work Council
advised the non-paying secretaries to write the
Judge and request for postponement of the sche
duled hearing date.
As advised, the secretaries wrote to the Judge
and requested that th e ir hearing be postponed
until Case No. CU 79 L-60 had been decided.
They reasoned that both cases involved the same
violations and statues and that in essence, both
charges were almost id entical. Because of the
s im ila ritie s , the decision from the pending case
could provide a basis fo r a settlement of th e ir
charge.

October

3,1 98 0

— Reply from the Judge granting the postponement
un til a fte r the decision on the Case No. CU 79
L-60, for the 14 secretaries.

November 7, 1980

— Non-paying secretaries met to set up an escrow
account. They named the account S.A.F.E., which
stood for Secretarial Account For Escrow. The
equivalent amount o f- union dues was set to go
into a savings account on a monthly basis. A
treasurer was appointed to collect the money
and deposit i t in the bank.

November 20, 1980

— Newsletter circulated to bargaining unit members.
A l i s t was compiled which stated benefits re
ceived through negotiations in 1978.

January

— A memo was sent to unit members which gave the
dates for future Executive Board meetings as
February 18, March 18, April 16 and May 20, 1981.
Also a union b allo t was attached to vote for
union Vice-President and Secretary.

3, 1981

March 30, 1981

- - Letter from Attorney of National Right to Work
to the non-paying secretaries which updated
the occurrences of the CU 79 L-60 case.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

47
April 13, 1981

-

The non-paying secretaries wrote to the
Attorney from National Right to Work and
questioned maintenance of the escrow account.

April 20, 1981

-

The Attorney from National Right to Work recom
mended that the escrow account be maintained.

June 2, 1981

-

The union forwarded a le tte r to the members of
the Board of Education and requested enforce
ment of the contract's Agency Shop Clause.

September 1, 1981

--

Union dues increased. Dues had remained the
same fo r the 78-79 and 79-80 School Years.
The 1980-81 union dues:
$110 for fu ll-tim e employees
$100 fo r part-time employees
The 1981-82 union dues:
$129 fo r fu ll-tim e employees
$114 for part-time employees

September 25, 1981 - -

The union Executive Board met with the Union
Representative and discussed the agency shop
clause. Also requested that a new secretarial
directory be printed with updated information.

October 8, 1981

-

The union Executive Board met. They had a new
directory and seniority l i s t produced. Set
meeting dates, November 17, January 19, 1981
and February 9, March 16, April 20, May 18, 1982.
General meeting dates, October 21, 1981, and
February 17, May 26, 1982.

October 27, 1981

-

Letter of one of the non-paying secretaries was
file d as no tification of her resignation and
withdrawal from the unfair labor practice com
p la in t.

November 6, 1981

-

Letters file d with the Union President which
described objections of two more secretaries
to the union using th eir service fee fo r any
thing other than collective bargaining. They
opted to pay the sum into the escrow account.

February 28, 1982 —-

The State Employee Relations Commission made a
decision on case CU 79 L-60, which was for the
union. I t denied the use of an escrow account.
The decision said that the union must provide
the non-paying member with a reduced service
fee which must be paid, or the employee may be
discharged.
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March 16, 1982

— Executive Board meeting discussed the court
case. Celebrated the victory for the union
and went over the amount of dues and what
percentage of reduction should be made.

March 18, 1982

— The S.A.F.E. secretaries met, (non-paying
members), and discussed the decision of the
court case which they had been awaiting
for a time. Noted that i t was a plus fo r the
union, but also understood that the decision
was to be appealed by the National Right to
Work Council.

March 19, 1982

— Letter was sent from Attorney of National
Right to Work and discussed the decision of
the court case.

March 29, 1982

— The Employee Relations Commission's decision
on the case CU 79 L-60 had been o ffic ia lly
appealed and was again in pending status.

March 30, 1982

— A general union meeting was held. All bar
gaining unit members were invited to attend.
The outcome of the court decision was dis
cussed. The union planned on sending the 27
delinquent secretaries le tte rs and explain
the approximately 6% reduction fo r service fee.
(The number of delinquent secretaries included
a ll of the secretaries involved in the unfair
labor practice complaint with additional em
ployees who were apparently waiting fo r a move.
At this time, ten secretaries remained in the
Unfair Labor Practice Complaint)
I f payment of the reduced fee was not made, then
a follow-up le tte r would go to the Board of
Education requesting for the dismissal of these
delinquent secretaries. The union would demand
back dues from 1978 when they f i r s t entered this
organization of secretaries.

May 5, 1982

May 24 , 1982

—

Meeting was held of objecting employees. A
Petition for Decertification of the union was
in itia te d . I t was necessary to obtain 20% of
the bargaining unit members' signatures to
submit the petition to the State Employee Rela
tions Commission.

— The date of a memorandum which was received by
the delinquent secretaries on June 26, 1982.
The memo was from the Union Treasurer and out
lined union expenses and the reduced service fee
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May 2 5 , 1982

—

June 18 , 1982

— N otification that the negotiating team would
meet with the Employee Relations Director
on June 23, 1982 to begin the negotiating
process.

June 23 , 1982

— At this time the experimenter came into the
picture. She was ready to implement the
questionnaire of this study.
The experimenter called the Union President
and the Union Representative by telephone.
Through two separate phone c a lls , she dis
cussed the questionnaire and present study
with each of them by explaining what the
project involved and asked i f they had any
questions. The Union President did not have
questions. The Union Representative asked for
c la rific a tio n of a few items, which the experi
menter did without hesitation. The Union Repre
sentative said the project sounded very interes
ting and he would be anxious to see the results.
The experimenter also discussed the study with
the Employee Relations Director in his o ffice .
He asked fo r cla rifica tio n s and also said he
would be interested in the results.

June 24 , 1982

— A fter making the above contacts, the experimen
te r continued with the mailing of the question
naire. Seventy questionnaire forms with a le t 
te r of explanation addressed to the secretary
and signed by the experimenter, (see Appendices C&E)
along with a return, stamped, self-addressed
envelope. The secretaries were to complete the
questionnaire and return i t in the enclosed
envelope within a week's time.

June 25 ,1982

— The Union President mailed a personal le tte r to
a ll Office Personnel, as the president. The
le tte r was mailed to individual home addresses
in the union envelope. She referred to the

An update was sent out to bargaining unit
members. I t stated that the members of the
Executive Board had been meeting with the
Union Representative since February, 1982
reviewing the contract which would expire on
June 30, 1982. The announcement was made that
the Union Representative would be replaced.
The present representative was to be trans
ferred due to budget cuts.
Also a reminder to send union dues to the
Union Treasurer was made.
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June 25, 1982
(Continued)

— present study's questionnaire which had been
currently circulated. The Union President
expressed her concerns as to whether the survey
might cause additional delay and argument in
the "agency shop" case. She thus reasoned why
she would not return the survey and recommended
that no one should return i t to the experimenter.
The experimenter received a copy of the le tte r
to her home address on Saturday, June 26, 1982.
(see Appendix F )

June 26, 1982

— The 27 delinquent secretaries received a copy of
the memorandum from the Union Treasurer regarding
the agency shop service fee obligation. The
memo was dated May 24, 1982.
The memo outlined the union budget and lis ted the
individual secretaries by School Year since 78-79
who had not fu lfille d th e ir service fee obliga
tion and how much money was owed. (This was the
f i r s t l i s t of those who had not paid that the
secretaries had seen.) A due date fo r the fees
was not specified. The word "promptly" was used.
The memorandum also outlined the history of the
unfair labor practice complaint, b rie fly . I t
specified that the union had decided to go with
the la te s t decision by the State Employee Rela
tions Commission of February 28, 1982. The unfair
labor practice complaint had not yet been heard
by the State Employee Relations Commission, as i t
s t i l l awaited the decision from case CU 79 L-60
which was appealed March 29, 1982.

June 30,1982

— The la s t day fo r the 1978-81 (with 1-year extension)
contract for the secretaries.
Also the due date for the returned questionnaires.
Follow-up phone calls were made to secretaries
which encouraged them to complete the questionnaire
and return i t in the enclosed envelope. The experi
menter explained that the data was to be collected
for research purposes only and confidentiality
would be s tric tly adhered to.
The experimenter continued to made phone calls
throughout the next several weeks.

July

— The experimenter called the Union President to try
to resolve any misunderstandings. The Union Presi
dent said that the experimenter should choose an
other s ite , one that the experimenter was not em
ployed by. The Union President maintained that
the experimenter was "stirrin g up co n flic t."

1,1982
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July 6

1982

— The experimenter telephoned the Attorney from
the National Right to Work Council and dis
cussed the packet of materials mailed to the
delinquent secretaries. The Attorney confirmed
that the case CU 79 L-60 had been appealed.
The Attorney discussed the fact that the bar
gaining unit was without contract as of June 30,
1982, and that members are not required leg ally
to pay union dues or service fees during the
period of time they are without a contract. In
addition, that the union cannot enforce anagency
shop clause from a contract that is not in effect.
The experimenter also informed the Attorney of
the correlation that the union had made with the
effo rts of the present study and the pending un
f a ir labor practice complaint.
The Attorney suggested that the experimenter pre
pare a contract to be signed by the University
Advisor, the Union Representative, Employee Re
lations Director and the experimenter stating
that she would not use the actual research or
any part of the thesis en titled "Vantage Level
Analysis;
A Potential Tool for Reducing Con
f l i c t in a Labor Union" fo r any litig a tio n pur
poses in any cases presently pending or future
cases involving this bargaining unit of secre
ta rie s . The Attorney further explained that i f
a ll involved parties would not sign such a con
tra c t, discrimination charges could legally be
file d .

July 7, 1982

— The experimenter called the Union Representative
and apologized fo r any misunderstandings regarding the present study and again explained the
project to him. He said that he believed ..that
there was no connection between the present study
and the pending unfair labor practice complaint,
however he also agreed with the request to hold
the return of any questionnaires. He said he
was sorry, but that was ju s t the way i t was.
The Union Representative cut the conversation
short because he had another call waiting. The
experimenter expressed the need to ta lk to him
fu rth er, and he said for her to call back.

July 9, 1982

— The Union Representative returned a message le f t
by the experimenter. They discussed the present
study and its connection with the unfair labor
practice complaint over the telephone. The
Representative explained that since 1982 was a
negotiating year fo r this bargaining unit, the
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July 9, 1982
(Continued)

—

union could not take any "chances" with any
thing in terferin g . The experimenter offered to
sign a contract with him and the Employee Rela
tions Director, the University Advisor as the
Attorney had suggested. The Union Representa
tiv e said he did not want anything to do with i t .

July 12, 1982

—

Letter to the Employee Relations Director from
the union regarding enforcement of agency shop.
The le tte r gave a b rie f outline of the past
union history beginning with the union’s 9/24/80
le tte r . The le tte r did outline that shortly a f
te r the 9/24/80 le tte r , several of the delinquent
employees file d an unfair labor practice complaint
with the State Employee Relations Commission. In
addition, shortly a fte r the complaint was file d ,
the secretaries requested that the Employee Rela
tions Commission postpone a hearing on th eir case
un til a decision had been made in a sim ilar case,
CU 79 L-60. Further, the union pointed out that
a decision had been made by the Judge on 2/28/81
and on 3/11/82 the February findings were affirmed
and adopted as a recommended order. (The union
did not mention that the case was appealed by the
National Right to Work Council on 3/29/82 and was
docketed by the State Court of Appeals on 4/12/82,
#63491) The purpose of the le tte r was to formally
request the discharge of the delinquent employees
who did not satisfy th e ir agency shop obligation
by paying .the described fees by July 30, 1982.
The le tte r specified that the union would notify
the Employee Relations Director by 8/3/82 of any
individuals who continued to be in delinquent
status, and requested to be scheduled fo r the
August 9th Board of Education meeting.

July 16, 1982

—

The Attorney of National Right to Work corres
ponded to the Director of Employee Relations
as requested by the delinquent secretaries. He
responded to the July 12, 1982 le tte r from the
union by stating that since there was no collec
tiv e bargaining agreement in effect at present
or at the time of the in it ia l le tte r requesting
enforcement o f the agency shop clause, there was
no agency shop clause to enforce. Therefore,
the Schools were under no contractual obligation
to comply with the union's "unfounded" request.
The Attorney recommended that there should not
be a compliance to the union's request.
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August 3,

1982

— Letter to the Employee Relations Director from
the union regarding the enforcement of the agency
shop clause. The union listed 15 employees as
remaining delinquent.

August 11, 1982

- - The union mailed bargaining unit members a des
cription of items presently under negotiations
in the collective bargaining process. They
specified that "With your support we shall
succeed . . . "

August 23, 1982

- - The union mailed a second description of the
items settled through the process of collective
bargaining. Again they specified, "With your
support, we shall succeed . . . "

September 1, 1982—

The Union President sent a le tte r of welcome to
a ll secretaries in the bargaining unit fo r an
other exciting year vyith the Schools. She also
requested information fo r the union directory.
A second memo, under the same cover, listed the
officers for the remainder of the 1982 year and
explained d ifferen t methods of paying dues.

October 18,

1982 — A memo to the bargaining unit members from the
negotiating team announced a tentative agreement
with the secretarial contract. They stated that
each individual would be receiving an overview
of the tentative contract for consideration.
The ra tific a tio n vote would take place a fte r a
meeting on Thursday, October 21, 1982. In the
meeting, the negotiating team would go over the
changes and answer any questions.

October 20,

1982 - - Each member of the bargaining unit received a
copy of the tentative changes of the new secre
ta ria l contract. The agency shop clause was
the major controversy and most were eager to
know what the negotiating team had arrived with
as a solution.
Background: The paying members wanted the delin
quent secretaries terminated as a result of not
paying th eir dues or service fee in conjunction
with the contract negotiated in 1978. The non
paying members did not want to belong to the
union and believed i t unfair to pay equivalent
service fee. (see Appendix B)
The new union security clause of the contract
was again agency shop which outlined in detail
that every bargaining unit member must either
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October.20, 1982
(Continued)

join the union and pay the dues or pay equivalent
service fees at the completion of the 90-day
probationary period. I f payment was not made to
the union within the time lin e , specific steps
would follow as outlined in the contract. (See
Appendix 6)
The clause also included an ex
tended grandfather clause. Instead of the July 1,
1978 date, established in the 1978 contract, a
January 1, 1979 was to be used. Therefore, fiv e
of the ten employees involved in the unfair labor
practice complaint were not subject to further
union dues or service fees.
The remaining delinquent employees were included
in th is contract decision in that a ll unpaid
retroactive dues since 1978 were forgiven, no
payments were requested. However, a ll secretaries
were now required to either pay union dues and
join or pay equivalent service fees.

October 21, 1982 -

The ra tific a tio n meeting was held. The Union
Representative went over the changes in the con
tra c t and answered questions. The meeting was
attended by approximately 45 secretaries of the
bargaining u n it. After going over the changes,
many secretaries returned to questions regarding
the agency shop clause. The secretaries were
assured that the agency shop clause would be
enforced and the past would be forgiven. Every
one should s ta rt anew with a revised and better
contract. In spite of the disagreements over
the grandfather clause and forgiving past dues,
the secretaries r a tifie d the contract by secret
b a llo t.

October 25, 1982 -

The School Board accepted the 1982-85 secretarial
contract as proposed.
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APPENDIX E
Letter to Secretary

Pam S.F. Shevchik

June 22, 1982

' Dear Secretary:
I hope you can take 15-30 minutes of your time to complete the attached question
naire.
As'a graduate student of Western Michigan University in the Industrial Psychology
Department, I have elected to complete a thesis on levels of vantage analysis as a
potential-tool for reducing conflict within an employee union. My site selection
is the
secretarial union. This questionnaire may, however,
be administered in other institutions or businesses.
The purpose of the questionnaire is to receive responses from the individuals of
the specified bargaining unit. Please complete each item as accurately and honestly
as possible. The information is being collected for research purposes only. Confi
dentiality of the questionnaire will be closely adhered to. Your responses will not
be correlated to you individually. The information will be regarded as responses
from an anonymous member of the bargaining unit in the
Please complete the two-page questionnaire by following the instructions of the four
sections A through D, and return to me in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed en
velope on or before Wednesday, June 30, 1982.
The fulfillment of this request is not a job requirement. The information you pro
vide will be greatly beneficial to me in my research project and may be useful to
the union and administration.
If you should have any questions regarding any of this matter, please contact me by
calling
extension B B during the day, or V H B H I in the evening. The
completed thesis will be available in September, 1982 for your perused if desired.
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.

Pam S.F. Shevchik
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APPENDIX F
Union President Letter

June 25, 1982

Dear O ffice Personnel:
A survey was recently circu lated by Pam Shevchik to a l l o ffic e
personnel.
While I do not know whether the survey was intended to e f fe c t
our agency shop case, I think the completion of the survey might
cause additional delay and argument in that case, eith er by those
who have refused to pay th eir agency shop service fe e , or by th eir
attorneys from National Right to Work.
For th is reason, I am not going to return the survey and would
recommend you a lso not return the survey to Ms. Shevchik.
Sincerely,
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APPENDIX G
A r t i c l e IV - Agency Shop

1982 -1985 S e c r e t a r ia l C o n tra ct
Section 1 :

A ll employees must , foJ lowing the completion of th eir probationary
period, become a member of the Association or pay to the Association
a service charge equivalent to the dues of the A ssociation. Member
ship in the A ssociation i s not compulsory. Employees have the right
to jo in .o r not to jo in as they see f i t . Neither party sh a ll assert
any pressure or discrim inate against any employee as regards such
[natters. However, i t is clea rly understood by the parties to th is
Agreement that being an A ssociation member or paying the abovementioned serv ice charge does co n stitu te a condition of employment
except as to those employees covered by Section 2 o f th is A rticle.

Section 2:

Any member of the bargaining unit as of January 1, 1979, who was
not a member of the A ssociation or a person paying a service charge
to such A ssociation is exempt from the provisions o f th is A rticle.

Section 3 : The A ssociation and the School may agree mutually that an individual
employee who has r e lig io u s objections or other v a lid objections to
payment of the service charge to the Association need not be
covered by the provisions of th is A r tic le .
Section A: The parties further recognize that there is current lit ig a t io n
which may resu lt in a ruling that a service charge be restricted
as to certain expenses for public employees. If the Supreme Court
of the State of Michigan renders a ruling during the l i f e of th is
Agreement which in d icates that the serv ice charge paid to the
A ssociation during the l i f e of th is Agreement is in any way
ex cessiv e, then the A ssociation sh a ll immediately reimburse a l l
a ffected employees pursuant to such Court decision. This
reimbursement sh a ll only be for the school year in which such
d ecisio n is rendered, unless such d ecision rules otherwise.
Section 5 : The A ssociation is responsible for n otifyin g a l l employees of
th eir resp o n sib ility to eith er jo in the A ssociation or pay a
serv ice charge to the A ssociation. Employees who have not joined
the A ssociation or made arrangements for the payment of the serv ice
charge by the conclusion o f th eir probationary period (ninety
days) w ill be n o tifie d of the provisions of th is A rticle by
registered mail with a copy to the School. A ll such employees
w ill be given th irty (30) days to respond.
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A r t i c l e IV - Agency Shop (Continued)
1982-1985 S e c r e t a r ia l C on tract

Section 6 :

if.a n employee f a il s to jo in the A ssociation or pay to the
A ssociation the above-mentioned service charge then the A ssociation
sh a ll request that the School terminate the employee pursuant to
the follow ing:
a) The School i s to be n o tifie d by registered mail
of any employee who i s delinquent in th eir agency
shop o b lig a tio n . A copy of th is n o tific a tio n
sh a ll also be sent to the employee.
b) The School w ill then schedule a meeting with the
employee, the Employee Relations Director and a
representative of the A ssociation. The purpose of
th is meeting is to determine whether or not the
employee i s , in fa c t, delinquent.
c)

I f i t is determined that
delinquent, the employee
calendar days to pay the
arrangements for payroll
on such service charge.

the employee i s , in fa c t,
w ill be given fiv e (5)
serv ice charge or make
deduction to become current

d)

At the conclusion of such fiv e (5) day period, i f
i t is determined that the employee i s s t i l l delinquent,
then the School s h a ll terminate the employee for
fa ilu r e to comply with the provisions of th is A rticle.
The School sh a ll immediately n otify the A ssociation
of i t s action regarding th is matter.

Section 7 ;

For those bargaining unit members who sign and d eliver to the
Administration appropriate authorizations properly signed, the
School w ill deduct the Association dues or serv ice fees from
th eir paychecks in an amount agreed upon between the parties
and c e r tifie d as appropriate by the treasurer of the A ssociation;
and the School s h a ll remit the same to the treasurer of the
A ssociation. Such authorization w ill continue in e ffe c t from
year to year unless withdrawn in w riting between June 1 and
September 1 o f each year. Deduction s h a ll be made on the f ir s t
payday of each month for a period o f nine (9) months beginning
in October.

Section 8 :

The A ssociation agrees to defend, indemnify and save the School
harmless against any and a l l claim s, s u it s , or other forms of
l i a b i l it y a risin g out o f i t s deduction from any employee's
pay of A ssociation dues or service fees or in reliance on
any l i s t , n o tic e , c e r t ific a t io n , authorization, termination,
or any other action taken pursuant to th is Article*.
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